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The Intersegmental Committee of Academic Senates (ICAS) for 
the California Community Colleges undertook this study to assess the degree 
of use, effectiveness, and awareness of Intersegmental General Education 
Transfer Curriculum (IGETC) . IGETC was adopted in 1991 by the University of 
California (UC) , the California State University (CSU) , and the California 
Community Colleges (CCC) systems. IGETC identifies a set course of 
requirements that will satisfy lower-division general education requirements 
for the student to transfer to any UC or CSU if a student completes the 
requirements at any community college. Two questionnaires were delivered (via 
mail and Internet), one to CSU and UC upper-division students who had 
transferred from a community college, and one to counseling faculty in the 
CCC. The total available student population was approximately 30,700 (22,700 
from CSU and 8,000 from UC) . A total of 2,082 students completed and 
submitted the survey. Surveys were also submitted by 332 community college 
counseling faculty (estimated to represent one-third of the statewide total 
of counselors) . Key findings include: 82% of UC transfer students and 48% of 
CSU transfer students used IGETC. In addition, 54% of students who used IGETC 
reported using it in order to assure completion of general education 
requirements, 39% used it to transfer to CSU, and 37% used it to transfer to 
UC. The appendixes, containing the student survey; the counseling faculty 
survey; and an extensive number of data tables from the study comprise the 
majority of the document’s contents. (NB) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study was undertaken by the Intersegmental Committee of Academic Senates (ICAS) to 
assess the degree of use, effectiveness, and awareness of IGETC eight years after its adoption, 
and to identify the extent to which community college transfer students and counseling faculty 
are satisfied with the option. 

The study was conducted by means of a web-based survey. One questionnaire was designed for 
and distributed to community college students who transferred to UC or CSU in the fall of 1997; 
and another was sent to all counseling faculty in the California Community College system. Both 
questionnaires aimed to evaluate satisfaction with the IGETC option from a variety of 
perspectives. 

Responses to the study reveal that the IGETC pattern of lower-division general education 
requirements is both well-known and preferred among community college transfer students who 
used it, and would be so to even more students with a concerted and recurrent effort to inform 
them of this option. Additionally, the study reveals that students who used IGETC, to transfer 
either to UC or CSU, express higher satisfaction than those students who used other general 
education transfer patterns. 



BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

In 1991, the University of California (UC), the California State University (CSU), and the 
California Community Colleges adopted a common set of course requirements, which if a 
student completes at any community college, will satisfy lower-division general education 
requirements for the student to transfer to any UC or CSU campus with the goal of completing a 
Bachelor s Degree. This statewide, lower-division general education pattern is called the 
Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum." It is commonly referred to by its 
acronym: IGETC. 

The IGETC pattern did not, and was not intended to, replace other general education patterns in 
use for students transferring to UC and CSU from the California community colleges— most 
notably the CSU General Education Certification List, shared by all CSU campuses and the 
campus-specific general education requirements of each UC campus. The initial intent that the 
IGETC option would completely fulfill lower-division general education requirements for all 
community college transfer students to any UC or CSU campus was not realized, since the two 
university systems were unable to agree to a single common transfer pattern. Rather the IGETC 
option offers students transferring from community colleges an additional and potentially more 
flexible lower-division general education option. 

Many community college students who plan to transfer to four-year institutions begin 
postsecondary study uncertain of their eventual majors, to which system or campus they will 
transfer, and of which four-year colleges and universities offer programs in their field. In 
addition, specific UC and CSU campuses cannot guarantee every community college transfer 
student admission to every upper-division program or even admission to the campus of their first 
choice. The IGETC option provided community college students and guidance professionals a 
means of ensuring that voluntary or involuntary changes to a student's academic plans would 
minimize a loss of credit for lower-division general education classes previously completed. The 
IGETC option, adopted in 1991, failed to achieve the "single general education pattern for 
transfer students" for which it was originally envisioned 1 . But those from all three postsecondaiy 
systems involved in its planning, development, and approval believed that IGETC would be an 
intelligent choice for general education options among California community college transfer 
students, once the option was understood by students and counseling faculty. 

The purpose of this study, undertaken by the Academic Senate for California Community 
Colleges on behalf of the Intersegmental Committee of Academic Senates (ICAS), is to assess 
the degree of use, effectiveness, and awareness of IGETC eight years after its adoption and to 
identity the extent to which community college transfer students (from the fall of 1997) and 
counseling faculty are satisfied with the option. 



1 UC did not agree to CSU requirements in speech, American history, and United States government, and CSU did 
not agree to UC requirements for a foreign language. 



ERIC 



2 



7 



SCOPE, FOCUS, AND METHOD 

The study was conducted by means of two questionnaires (see Appendix A), one distributed to 
upper division students at UC or CSU who had transferred from a community college, and a 
second distributed to counseling faculty in the California Community College System. Each 
survey was aimed at its respective audience in an effort to evaluate satisfaction with the IGETC 
option from a variety of perspectives. The surveys were drafted, evaluated, and approved by an 
intersegmental advisory committee responsible for identifying the data to be collected. Once 
approved, each survey was posted on a website. Participants were then notified by letter or 
electronic mail of the website, provided with passwords, and invited to complete and submit the 
online survey. CSU students were also provided with printed copies of the survey so they could 
respond by mail if they did not have easy access to the website (approximately 600 surveys were 
submitted in this form). Qualified student participants were defined as active UC and CSU 
students who had transferred in the fall of 1 997 to their university campuses from a California 
community college. Qualified California community college counseling faculty included all 
counseling faculty at all of the community colleges who were invited to participate by the 
directors of the transfer centers at each community college. 



RESPONDENTS 

The total available student population was approximately 30,700. Of this number, 22,700 were 
CSU and 8,000 UC students. Two thousand eighty two students completed and submitted the 
survey. This student population included representatives from each of the 107 community 
colleges and each of the UC and CSU campuses. The largest number of the former community 
college students were transfers from De Anza College (92), and the largest number of the former 
community college students were currently attending UCLA (153) and San Jose State University 
(233). The mean participation rate per college was 20 for the California community colleges, 73 
for CSU campuses, and 77 for UC campuses. Rates of participation relative to cohorts were 
recorded for only one UC and two CSU campuses (one CSU campus was unable to provide 
student address labels and so was not included). Of the community colleges, one-third (35) were 
represented by 25 or more students from each of the colleges while another third were 
represented by fewer than 1 0 students from each. Surveys were submitted by 332 professional 
community college counseling faculty, a population estimated to represent one-third of the 
statewide total. Of this number, 76 percent (258) reported five or more years of experience 
advising community college students. A similar percentage reported that the majority of students 
they counseled were transfer students. 



VALIDITY OF POPULATION SAMPLE 

Because one important goal of the study was to encourage participation by all qualified 
respondents, and because the proportion of transfer students relative to the total student 
population (in college credit classes) differs significantly across the 1 07 community colleges in 
the state, no specific effort was made in this study to ensure that actual participants would reflect 
a statistically valid (random) sampling of the larger group. However each qualified respondent 
was afforded an equal and unbiased opportunity to participate. That the distribution of 
respondents does reflect the general distribution of transfer students is indicated by the close 
alignment between the proportion of UC and CSU respondents to the survey and the proportion 
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of transfer students enrolled in each of the campuses of the four-year systems. In addition, 
community colleges with historically and relatively high transfer rates reliably produced 
numbers of respondents greater than would have been expected by a simple extrapolation from 
mean statewide data, as was the reverse for community colleges with historically and relatively 
low transfer rates. Thus the population data reasonably suggest that the experiences and views of 
the respondents (a substantial number of community college transfer students and counseling 
faculty from community colleges across the state) may be taken as typical. However, a 
definitive study would require identification and isolation of a sample population not attempted 
in this effort at evaluation. 



SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 
Responses to the surveys reveal that the IGETC pattern of 
lower-division general education requirements is both well 
known and popular among community college transfer 
students, and would be even more so with a concerted and 
recurrent effort to inform students of this option. Transfer 
students tend to perceive the IGETC pattern as a flexible 
alternative that maximizes their options, and not as a 
pattern uniquely suitable only for UC students. In 
addition, students indicate a high degree of satisfaction 
with the option-more so than with any other available 
option. (See table below). 



PERCENTAGE OF COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE TRANSFER 
STUDENTS WHO: 

• Transferred to UC or CSU having 
used the IGETC Option: 58% 

• Transferred to UC using the 
IGETC Option: 83% 

• Transferred to CSU using the 
IGETC Option: 48% 



; □ Used IGETC 
□ Did Not Use IGETC 




Choice of General Education 
Patterns by UC Transfer Students 



□csu 0uc 




Choice of Transfer Institution by 
Students Who Did Not Use IGETC 



Student Respondents 




Student Respondents by General 
Education Pattern 




□ Did Not Use IGETC 



Choice of General Education 
Patterns by CSU Transfer 



Students 52% 




48% 



□ Used IGETC 

□ Did Not Use IGETC ! 



Choice of Transfer Institution by 
Students Who Used IGETC 




□ csu Due 
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However, the lack of integration of UC and CSU lower-division general education standards 
means that, without informed guidance, students electing the IGETC option may find that the 
choice imposes additional obligations if they decide to transfer to CSU. Depending on specific 
circumstances, these obligations may extend to three additional courses. Community college 
counseling faculty are more aware of this 



fact than are the students, and counseling 
faculty seem increasingly inclined to steer 
students away from the IGTEC option as 
it becomes more probable that students 
will transfer to CSU. Although strongly 
supportive of the IGETC option, 
community college counseling faculty are 
inclined to believe that the option could 
and should be improved and that students 
would benefit from a closer alignment 
between the IGETC option and the CSU 
General Education Certification List. The IGETC option has thus proven a valuable, successful, 
and attractive addition to the transfer options available to community college students and would 
be more so were its initial promise more completely fulfilled. 



The IGETC option is well known and popular 
among community college transfer students; 
nevertheless, many students do not use the option 
because they are insufficiently aware of it. 
Community college counseling faculty tend to 
perceive the IGETC pattern as a generic UC 
Equivalent of the CSU Certification List and not 
as a lower division general education option 
equally viable for UC and CSU students, and tend 
to steer students transferring to CSU away from 
the IGETC option. 



SELECTED FINDINGS 
Students 

Ninety-seven percent of the student respondents reported that they met with a community college 
counselor at least once during their attendance at a community college, and 90 percent said that 

they followed a specific general education 
transfer pattern at the community college. 
However, 29 percent of the students reported 
that they had not followed an educational plan 
developed with the assistance of a counselor or 
faculty advisor while attending community 
college. If it is assumed that students who did 
develop and follow an educational plan with 
the assistance of a counselor also selected a 
general education pattern in the process, then 
nearly 20 percent of the student respondents 
selected a general education pattern while they 
were community college students without the 
benefit of an educational plan developed in 
consultation with a counselor. Lack of 
information about IGETC resulted in students not selecting the IGETC pattern. Twenty-eight 



PERCENTAGE OF COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE TRANSFER STUDENTS 
WHO: 

• Transferred to UC and CSU; 

AND 

• Followed a specific general education 
plan; 

BUT 

• Did not develop an educational plan 
with the assistance of a community 
college counselor. 

20% 



percent (581) of the student respondents indicated that while attending community college they 
were unaware that the IGTEC option was available among general education patterns for transfer 
students. This is a surprising number since 
only 10 percent of the students (216) 
reported that they had not followed a 
general education pattern. Of the 1,856 
students who reported that they followed a 
defined general education pattern for 
transfer students, two-thirds reported that 
they followed the IGTEC option. Of the 
860 respondents who either did not follow 
any plan or otherwise elected not to follow 
the IGETC option, 67 percent reported that 
they were unaware of the IGETC option, 
though 97 percent of all the student 
respondents, as noted above, indicated they 
had met with a counselor during their community college years. 



PERCENTAGE OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
TRANSFER STUDENTS 
WHO: 

Followed a defined general education pattern and 
elected the IGETC option: 67% 



Either did not follow a defined general education 
plan 

OR 

Elected a plan other than IGETC 

AND 

Reported that they were unaware of the IGETC 
option while attending a community college: 67% 



However, among the 7 1 percent of 
students who followed an educational 
plan developed with the assistance of a 
counselor, 75 percent were aware of the 
IGETC option. Of the students who did 
not follow an educational plan, only 
two-thirds were aware of the IGETC 
option. Although the absence of a 
student educational plan did not prevent 
students from following a defined 
transfer pattern, the absence of such a 
plan does appear to have reduced student awareness of the IGETC option as an alternative. 



• 72% of the students were aware of the IGETC Option 
while they were enrolled at a community college. 

• 8 1 % of the students who were aware of the IGETC 
Option elected to use it. 

• 68% of those students who selected a general education 
plan other than IGETC reported they were unaware of 
the IGETC Option. 



Among students who chose to follow the IGETC option, satisfaction was high. Nearly 90 percent 
of the students who followed the IGETC option said they believed that they had chosen the best 
option for lower-division general education requirements, a statement with which 70 percent of 
those who followed another pattern concurred. The data strongly suggest that transfer students at 
the community college would make even greater use of the IGETC option if the colleges ensured 
that transfer students were made aware of the option. 
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Students who used the IGETC option reported various reasons for doing so. Although it is a 
common belief in some community college circles that the IGETC option is most suitable for UC 

bound students, nearly half of the CSU 
student respondents reported that they had 
followed the IGETC option. Similarly, 39 
percent of all the student respondents who 
used the IGETC option, a percentage slightly 
greater than for students who knew they were 
going to transfer to UC, said they had done 
so because they knew they were going to 
transfer to CSU. In addition, 90 percent of 
the students who elected to use the IGETC 
option reported that they had done so to 
maximize their options or to assure 
completion of their lower-division requirements prior to transfer. The belief that students see the 
IGETC option as a "UC pattern" is supported by data only insofar as CSU transfer students who 
followed the IGETC option at a community college are assumed to have done so because their 
hopes of attending UC were not realized. The data suggest that students aware of the IGETC 
option do perceive it as the flexible alternative as designed. Twenty percent of the student 
respondents who chose to follow the IGETC option said they made the choice because they were 
unsure of their transfer plans. 



Uncertain of where to j— 


" 1 20% 


transfer j 




To maximize options | 


1 36% 


To transfer to UC | ■ 


“1 37% 


To transfer to CSU j. 


n 39% 


To assure completion of GE j 





54% 



Why Students Chose the IGETC Option 
(Multiple Answers Allowed) 



□ Used IGETC 

□ Did Not Use IGETC PREVALANCE OF EDUCATIONAL 

PLANS 



Choice of GE Patterns by Students 
Who Did Not Develop an Educational 
Plao With a CC Counselor 




48% 




52% 



j □ Used IGETC 
! □ Did Not Use IGETC 



j □ Followed an education plan developed i 
with a counselor 



□ Aware of IGETC 

□ Unaware of IGETC 




Awareness of IGTEC by Students 
Who Developed an Educational Plan 
With a CC Counselor 



| ED Did not follow an education plan 
developed with a counselor 



49% 

— 39% 




Never 1-3 4-10 +10 

How Many Times Did You Meet 
With a Counselor When You 
Were a Student at a Community 
College? 



Awareness of IGTEC by Students Who 
Did Not Develop an Educational Plan 
. With a CC Counselor 




j □ Aware of IGETC 
□ Unaware of IGETC 
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What Percentage of Students 
Aware of the IGETC Option 
Elected to Use It? 
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What Percentage ofStudents Who 
Did Not Use the IGETC Option Were 
Also Unaware of It? 



Were you aware of the IGETC Optioin 
While Attending Community College? 



With respect to how those students became aware of the IGETC option, 58 percent of the 
respondents who were aware of IGETC option pointed to contact with a counselor, either in 
individual or group contexts. Information derived from college publications (26 percent), friends 
(21 percent), and four-year colleges and universities (12 percent) constituted the large majority 
of the balance. Students reported that high school counseling faculty or teachers provided little 
or no information. 



Foreign Language Certification f“| 4% 

No Space in the Classes □ 11% 



The GE Pattern IChose did not Meet 
a 0 Requirements 

Scheduling Conftic ts 
No Barriers 



1 22 % 



1 48 % 



Barriers Faced by Students Who Did Not Use the 
IGTEC Pattern (Multiple Answers Allowed) 



Of the student respondents who used the IGETC 
option, 60 percent reported that they encountered 
no barriers in the process, a percentage 
consistently higher than that reported by students 
who used any of the other patterns or who could 
not recall the pattern they used. Of those who 
did face obstacles in attempting to complete 
IGTEC requirements, 16 percent of the students 
observed that their community colleges 
scheduled the classes they needed only 
infrequently or at times that conflicted with their 
other obligations, while an additional 1 0 percent 



said that they were denied enrollment in required classes because the classes were filled. 
Perhaps of more concern, 25 percent of the transfer students who followed and completed the 
IGETC pattern found they had additional lower-division 
requirements to meet when they arrived at a UC or CSU 
campus. Since this result also reflects a variety of potential 
requirements in addition to those general education 
requirements defined in patterns such as the IGETC option 
(lower-division major preparation requirements, additional 
Title 5 and/or individual campus graduation requirements, 
and so forth), it is not possible to determine from the data 
how completely the IGETC option satisfied lower-division 
general education requirements for those students who used 
it. However, it may be inferred that some portion of the 
lower-division course requirements not met prior to transfer 
were in lower-division general education courses. 



No Space in j 1 

the Classes I I 



Scheduling j TITT 'j 

Conflicts j J 



IGETC did not 
Meet all 
Requirements 



No Barriers 



Barriers Faced by Students Who Used the 
IGTEC Option (Multiple Answers 
Allowed) 
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Thus, for those students who were unable to meet lower division requirements after choosing 
IGETC, the promise of the IGETC option as it was initially conceived was not fulfilled. In fact, 
if the broadest and most fundamental purposes of the IGETC option are to provide a single, 
common, and obstacle-free path for community college students to meet all lower-division 
general education requirements for any UC or CSU campus, and if the obstacles identified above 
are taken into account, only 35 percent of all student respondents reported that they had followed 
the IGETC option and done so free of obstacles. This result indicates that much remains to be 
done to reach the ends of this option: transfer free of any barriers. 



However, to put this finding in perspective, by the same measures only 13 percent of the student 
population reported that they had followed the CSU General Education List without 
encountering barriers. This fact strongly suggests that the IGETC option is both well known to 

and preferred by community college transfer 



Advised Against It []2% 
05 % 



18% 



29% 



students. Postsecondary educational 
institutions appear to have more to accomplish 
in realizing the promise of the alternative, as 
well as in educating students as to what the 
lower-division general education plans both 
are and are not designed to accomplish. Of 
note here is that 20 percent of the students 
reported that the general education plan they 
selected did not meet all their lower-division 
transfer requirements, regardless of which 
plan it was. However, in contrast to students 
following the IGETC pattern, community 

college students following a general education plan other than IGETC were much more likely to 
cite barriers at the community college (e.g., scheduling problems, or limited space). 



Choice of Major 
Discouraged Use of IGETC 

CSU Cert Pattern Better Fit 
My Plans 

A Campus-Specific Pattern 
Better Fit My Plans 

Insufficiently Aware of the 
Option 



Student Reasons for Selecting a General Education 
Pattern Other than IGETC (Multiple Answers Allowed) 



56% 



Furthermore, interpretation of the data reveals the popularity of IGETC. As previously observed, 
10 percent of the students who did not follow the IGETC pattern to complete their lower-division 
general education requirements reported that they had followed no plan at all. An additional 6 
percent of the students stated that they had not followed the IGETC option, but could not recall 
exactly which other pattern they had used. If it is assumed of this latter group that their choice of 
patterns was proportionate to the choices made by those students who did recall the option they 
elected, then the data reveal that 89 percent of the 
community college transfer students met their lower- 
division general education requirements by means of 
one of the two "generic" options. Of this group, twice 
as many students elected the IGETC option as those 
who elected the CSU General Education Certification 
List, regardless of the four-year system to which they 
eventually transferred. Of the group that did elect to 
follow the CSU General Education Certification List, only 186 students (18 percent) indicated 
that they had elected the CSU general education pattern over the IGETC option because that plan 
"offered a better fit to my educational plans." Moreover, a surprising total of 503 students (48 
percent) that did not follow the IGETC pattern noted that they had done so because they "were 
not sufficiently aware of the option." 



Were community college transfer students 
to be fully informed of the available 
alternatives, greater than 75% would elect 
the IGETC option regardless of their choice 
of a CSU or UC campus as a transfer 
institution. 
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Student Satisfaction With Choice of GE 
Pattern 



□ Used Some Other GE 
Pattern 

□ Used IGETC 



Although this group presumably includes a substantial 
portion of the 216 students who stated that they followed 
no plan at all, it must also include students who followed 
the CSU Certification General Education List without 
knowledge of the IGETC option. The data suggest that, 
were community college transfer students fully informed 
of all the available alternatives, more than 75 percent 
would elect the IGETC option regardless of their choice 
of a CSU or UC campus as a transfer institution. Bearing 
in mind that 73 percent of the student respondents were 
CSU students, but that less than 13 percent of this group 



elected to use the CSU General Education Certification List specifically because it fit their 




educational plans better than the alternatives, the 
data in this survey underscore the wide 
acceptance of and preference for the IGETC 
pattern among community college transfer 
students. This is particularly the case once 
students have been adequately informed of their 
available options. As previously noted, 89 percent of the students who did use the IGETC option 
believed, in hindsight, that they had chosen the best available pattern, an expression of 
satisfaction not attained by any of the other options. 



Eighty-nine percent of the students who did use 
the IGETC option believed, in hindsight, that 
they had chosen the best available pattern, an 
expression of satisfaction not attained by any of 
the other options. 



Community College Counseling Faculty 



Among the 341 community college counseling faculty who responded to the survey, 60 percent 
stated that they generally do recommend the IGETC pattern as the best available option for 
transfer students who could meet their educational objectives by a variety of general education 
patterns. However, 85 percent indicated that they recommend the pattern to students hoping to 
transfer either to UC or CSU, a percentage greater than that reported for students intending to 



Students Transferring Either to UC 
or CSU 

Students Uncertain Where They 
Will Transfer 

Students Transferring Only to UC 
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1 75% 
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1 73% 



Students Transferring Neither to 
UC or CSU 



| 1 16% 



Students Transferring Only to CSU Q 3% 



Students For Whom Counselors Advise the IGETC Pattern as a Good Option 



transfer only to a UC campus (73 
percent). Only 3 percent of the 
counseling faculty stated that 
they made the same 
recommendation to students who 
intended to transfer only to a 
CSU campus, though nearly half 
of the community college 
students who transferred to CSU 
used the IGETC option and 
expressed a high degree of 
satisfaction with their choice. 
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This sharp discrepancy, to the point of an apparent contradiction, illustrates clearly that the 
IGETC option is widely perceived by community college counseling faculty to be inherently less 
appropriate and/or desirable for CSU transfer students than the CSU General Education 
Certification List, except for students who have indicated that they may also wish to consider 

options other than CSU. For students who indicate UC as their transfer institution, the 
counseling faculty recommend the IGETC option at least 75 percent of the time. In this respect, 
contrast with the student data could not be more pronounced. 



| □ Some, or Considerable 
! Little, if Any 



81% 




19% 



Consideration Given to Student GPA 
in Recommending IGETC as a General 
Education Pattern 



Counseling faculty appear to draw correlation between majors, 
student grade point average, and the suitability of the IGETC 
option for students planning to transfer. Thirty percent of the 
counseling faculty reported that they gave "careful consideration" 
to a student's grade point average before recommending the 
IGETC option to that student. An additional 51 percent 
acknowledged that they gave the matter some, although not 
"significant," consideration. Only 19 percent of the counseling 
faculty gave little or no consideration to a student’s grade point 
average in recommending the IGETC option to transfer students. 

This finding almost certainly illustrates a common view among community college counseling 
faculty that students unable or unlikely to transfer to UC as a result of lower grade point averages 
are better served by the CSU General Education Certification List than the IGETC pattern, 
though both options are available to CSU transfer students. Thus, from the point of view of 

many community college counseling faculty, the IGETC 
option tends to be seen rather as a generic UC option or 
the best option for students not certain of their transfer 
plans than as the "systemwide" option it was proposed to 
be. 

15% 



□ Some, or Considerable : 
. □ Little, if Any 




Consideration Given to Student Choice 
of Major in Recommending IGETC as 
a General Education Pattern 



An initial analysis may suggest a process of circular 
reasoning whereby the fact that students who lack the 
necessary grade point average cannot be admitted to UC 
is taken by community college counseling faculty to be 
reason to guide students with lower grade point averages 
away from the IGETC option. However, this reasoning fails to consider the extent to which 
counseling faculty routinely consider the consequences a CSU transfer student may face if the 
IGETC option is chosen over the CSU General Education Certification List-a result of the 
residual discrepancies between the two core options, as previously noted. A student following 
the IGETC option may meet social science requirements without taking either American history 
or political science (required for CSU graduates), and a speech class is not required for UC 
students but a competency in a foreign language is. Thus, a CSU transfer student following the 
IGETC option will find fewer options and will face at least one and perhaps three additional 
courses, depending in part on how carefully an educational plan was developed with a 
counseling faculty member. Knowing that a student is certain that he or she intends to transfer to 
CSU, community college counseling faculty are inclined to advise against the IGETC option; 
similarly, knowing that students with a lower grade point average are unlikely to be admitted to 
UC, counseling faculty will advise students to transfer to CSU and, accordingly, recommend the 
CSU General Education Certification List. Thus, what appears in the data to be a response from 
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community college counseling faculty at odds with student perspectives is most likely a 
consequence of the important discrepancies between the two available core general education 
patterns. 

Students’ choices of major influenced counseling faculty in much the same way as their grade 
point average. Two-thirds of the counseling faculty noted they gave "careful consideration" to 
student choice of major in recommending the IGETC option for meeting lower-division general 
education requirements, and an additional 14 percent declared that they gave it some 
consideration. Only 3 percent of counseling faculty noted that they gave the subject no 
consideration at all. This result is consistent with the views of counseling faculty, as discussed 
above, regarding student grade point average if it is assumed that counseling faculty routinely 
associate student choice of major with a choice between UC and CSU. Knowing that the UC 
System is appropriate for certain majors and the CSU System for others, counseling faculty 
advise students with "CSU majors" to adopt the CSU General Education Certification List other 
than the IGETC option if the students have decided against UC or have a grade point average 
that would preclude UC admission. Again, the responses from the 

counseling faculty indicate close familiarity with the distinctions between the available transfer 
preparation options and a tendency to guide students based on an evaluation of the students' 
plans and achievements. 

UC Campus-Specific Requirements Should be Eliminated 
CSU Students Should be Able to Double-Count Courses 
IGETC Should Afford Wider Choice of Courses/Categories 
Substitution from the CSU GE List Should be Allowed 
Flexibility in Certification Should be Allowed 
IGETC Should Be the Sole Pattern Approved 
Revision to IGETC is Neither Necessary nor Desirable 
IGETC Math Requirements Should be Lowered 
A Minimum Course Grade Should Not Be Required in IGETC 
The Number of Units Required in IGETC Should be Lowered 

Changes to the IGETC Option Recommended by Counseling Faculty 

Marked differences were noted in the way that counseling faculty and students indicated their 
familiarity with IGETC. Although nearly three-quarters of the student respondents indicated that 
they were familiar with the IGETC option while attending community college, fewer than 28 
percent of community college counseling faculty agreed that students were familiar with this 
option, if "being familiar" was taken as synonymous with "being sufficiently familiar to consider 
this pattern among available choices." Although community college counseling faculty consider 
themselves well informed about the IGETC option-only 5 of 341 respondents stated that they 
were "uninformed" or "only vaguely informed"-they generally consider their transfer students to 
be poorly informed. Thirty-five percent of the counseling faculty believed that only one-third of 
their transfer students were sufficiently aware of the option, while another 37 percent believed 
that "about half’ of their transfer students were sufficiently aware. This difference in perception 
may reflect an understanding on the part of the counseling faculty that "sufficient awareness" of 
the IGETC option would include student awareness of its potential limitations and/or adverse 
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1— 1 45% 

H 1 44% 

r 1 43% 

j 1 I 8% 

I “1 12% 
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consequences. Counseling faculty noted that they were kept informed of IGETC in a wide 
variety of ways, with over half the respondents citing dedicated publications ("IGETC Notes"), 
UC training sessions, instruction by colleagues, and "Ensure Transfer Success" workshops. 
Another substantial portion cited college publications, CSU training sessions, and training 
sessions offered by the California community college system. 

Regarding their views of the IGETC option, only 12 percent of the counseling faculty professed 
satisfaction with the pattern as it currently stands. Among the improvements for the IGETC 
option proposed in the survey, counseling faculty expressed little or no support for lowering 
competency standards in mathematics, reducing the overall number of units, or eliminating 
minimum course grade requirements. However, 43 percent of the counseling faculty did agree 
that community colleges should be allowed flexibility in certifying student completion of the 
IGETC option, while 44 percent of the counseling faculty believed that students should be able 
to avoid certain requirements in the IGETC option by substituting courses approved for the CSU 
General Education List. 

Similarly, 45 percent of the counseling faculty believed that the IGETC option was too narrow in 
terms of required categories and allowable courses, and 53 percent believed that CSU students 
should be allowed to double count courses where appropriate. Only in the latter case did a 
majority of the counseling faculty support a specific proposal for modification; nonetheless, the 
data indicate an established, consistent minority opinion among community college counseling 
faculty that the current IGETC course requirements are overly restrictive with respect to course 
options and required categories of study. This finding must be tempered with the realization that 
the list of available IGETC courses varies among community colleges since each college is 
responsible for submitting proposed course lists for review and approval by UC and CSU. 
Community college campuses vary greatly in the breadth of courses they offer and, in any event, 
respondents were not of a single mind regarding the range of course diversification within 
required categories. Of note is that the counseling faculty showed no support for a reduction in 
IGETC standards, and that although 88 percent of the counseling faculty agreed that some 
modification to the IGETC pattern would improve the option, no specific modification proposed 
in the survey garnered support greater than 53 percent. These findings indicate that the 
sentiment in support of modification is only general or the result of local conditions at the 
community colleges, largely eroding in the face of any concrete recommendations for 
improvement. 

Finally, only 1 8 percent of the counseling faculty concurred with the assertion that the IGETC 
option should become the single statewide method for transfer students to meet lower-division 
CSU and UC general education requirements; while 53 percent agreed that the UC campuses 
should eliminate their campus-specific general education requirements, leaving the IGETC 
pattern the only option for UC students. Although majority support for the latter proposal is 
modest, the strong sentiment expressed in opposition to the adoption of the IGETC option as the 
sole option for transfer students again indicates the propensity among community college 
counseling faculty to view the CSU General Education List as more appropriate for CSU transfer 
students than the IGETC option, given its current definitions. Alternatively, counseling faculty 
view the IGETC option as a welcome alternative for UC students who would otherwise be 
obliged to meet UC campus-specific requirements without being assured of admission to that 
individual campus, whose lower-division general education requirements they spent two years 
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attempting to meet. Thus the data consistently suggest that most community college counseling 
faculty do not view the IGETC option in its current form as the systemwide transfer pattern it 
was proposed to be, but rather as the generic UC equivalent of the pre-existing CSU General 
Education Certification List. However, community college counseling faculty also appear to 
concur that student completion of IGETC requirements for UC should also suffice to meet CSU 
general education requirements. This blending of UC and CSU general education requirements 
is then used by many counseling faculty to justify both the continued necessity for a separate 
CSU General Education List and, curiously, support for relaxation of IGETC requirements 
toward a distribution of courses and categories approximating the CSU requirements. These 
findings are likely the result of a prevailing sentiment among community college counseling 
faculty that the IGETC option, while providing a useful and important alternative for transfer 
students, falls short of being a universal general education pattern. 
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS (TABULAR DAT A) 



TABLES INCLUDED IN APPENDIX B 

1 ) Student Awareness of IGETC Option According to Major 

2) Student Use of IGETC Option According to Major 

3) Student Awareness of IGETC Option According to Community College 

4) Obstacles Encountered by IGETC Students According to Transfer Institution 

5) Obstacles Encountered by IGETC Students According to Major 

6) Obstacles Encountered by non-IGETC Students According to Transfer Institution 

7) Obstacles Encountered by non-IGETC Students According to Major 

TABLES AVAILABLE IN HTML 

(ON THE ACADEMIC SENA TE FOR CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES' WEBSITE) 

STUDENT SUR VEY ANAL YSES 

• Frequency Distribution for Each Survey Item 

• Student Use of IGETC According to Transfer Institution 

• Student Use of Non-IGETC Patterns According to Transfer Institution 

• Community College From Which Students Transferred 

• CSU or UC to Which Students Transferred 

• Barriers Encountered by IGETC Students According the CC of Origin 

• Reasons for Using IGETC 

• Reasons for Not Using IGETC 

• Use of IGETC According to Having Prepared an Educational Plan 

• Use of IGETC According to Number of Times Saw Counselor 

• Knowledge of IGETC According to Having Prepared an Educational Plan 

• Knowledge of IGETC According to Number of Time Saw Counselor 

• Non-IGETC User “Because Was Not Sufficiently Aware of Option” According to 
Community College of Origin 

• Major According to Transfer Institution 

COUNSELOR SURVEY ANALYSES 

• Frequency Breakdown for Each Survey Item 
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7»)Aisf« snioem satisfaction sumv- 

meeseGnemL GSNesAi evuemm i&wsfez cubmculum (tcterc) 

purpose of this survey 

In 1991, the California Community Colleges (CCQ, the Califomiai State University (CSU), and the 
University of California (UQ approved a common "core" general education pattern that would be 
offered at all community colleges to satisfy the general education requirements for all CSU and UC 
campuses. Named the "Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum'' (IGETQ, the pattern 
was developed in an effort to simplify the transfer process for California community college students. 
The purpose of this survey is to evaluate the knowledge and use of the option among transfer students, 
and to identify any improvements that should be made from a student's point of view. 



PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS- 



(1) | At which college did you take 

most of the general education 
course work? (Select one) 



Allan Hancock College 



(2) : 


From which UC or CSU 


j 




campus do you expect to 


: CSU Bakersfield R j 




graduate? (Select one) 


1 

i 







(3) i 


Which category is closest to 


O Business | 

i 




your major? (Select One) 


; i 




O Humanities j 


i i 

j t 

| j 

1 


[ 


O Fine and Performing Arts i 

O Liberal Studies 
O Physical Sciences 
O Biological Sciences 


: i 


i 


O Social Sciences 
O Engineering/ Computer Science 


: j 




O Mathematics 


i ! 


t 

i 


O Health Science 
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( 4 ) 


While you were a community 


! 

O No: Never j 




college student did you meet 


1 


with a community college 
counselor? (Select One) 


O Yes: 1 to 3 times j 

O Yes: 4 to 10 times I 




• 


O Yes: More than 10 times j 

i 


: 


— 


| 



(5) 


While you were a community 
college student did you meet 
with a faculty advisor 
(instructor)? (Select One) 


O No: Never 
O Yes: 1 to 3 times 

O Yes: 4 to 10 times | 

O Yes: More than 10 times 




(6) 


While attending a community 
college, did you follow an 
"educational plan" developed 
with a counselor or advisor? 
(Select One) 


T 

O Yes j 

O No j 

1 

i 




(7) 


While attending a community 
college, did you complete a 
specific general educational 
pattern for purposes of 
transfer? (Select One) 


0 o 

g X 
° </> 


_ 


(8) 


While you were attending 
community college, were you 
aware of the IGETC option for 
completing your general 
education requirements? 
(Select One) 


i 

O Yes : 

1 

O NO | 

1 

1 

1 



(9) • 


Did you use the IGETC option j 


O Yes 




for completing your general 




education requirements? (Select i 


O No 


• 


One) ! 


= 



IF YOU ANSWERED "YES" TO QUESTION 9, GO TO QUESTION 10 
IF YOU ANSWERED "NO" TO QUESTION 9, GO TO QUESTION 13 
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(10) ; 

r 

| 

t 


Why did you did select the j 

IGETC option? (Select all that | 
apply) 1 

j 

1 

i 


d Because I wanted to transfer to CSU j 

! 

d Because I wanted to transfer to UC 1 

i 

— 1 Because I wanted to maximize my transfer 
uJ options 

d Because I was unsure where I would transfer. 

To assure completion of lower division 
CJ general education course work prior to 

transfer j 

i 

| 




(11) j 

i i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

s 


How were you made aware of i 

the IGETC general education J 

option? (Select all that apply) j 

• 

« 

i 

\ 

\ 

\ 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

1 

1 

! 


d Through a meeting with a counselor ! 

! 

d Through college publications j 

j 

d Through contacts with faculty i 

d By attending a workshop 
d In a counseling/ guidance class 
f~1 Friends 

d From a high school counselor 

d From a high school teacher 

•— i From information provided by a 4-year 
college to which I eventually transferred 

| 
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(12) 


Did you find that your choice ! 
of the IGETC pattern 


O I did not encounter any barriers. 




presented any barriers? If so, ; 


Some of the classes I needed were scheduled 




what were they? (Select all that : 


C3 infrequently or at times that prevented me j 




apply) i 


from enrolling. 






—i Space was not available in the required j 

classes ; 






I found I had additional lower division 




t 


□ requirements to meet even though I ‘ 






completed the pattern.' 


‘ 


i 






GO TO QUESTION 17 TO COMPLETE THE SURVEY 
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(13) | 


Did you select a general j 

education pattern other than ; 


O Yes: CSUGE Pattern 

t 


i 


IGETC for meeting your 


Yes: A pattern defined by the specific 


I 


general education 


O university and/or program to which I 


! 


requirements? (Select One) 


transfered 


i 

t 

i 


\ 

1 

1 


O Yes: But I do not recall which one 


i 

| 

t 


1 

1 


O No 



2 * 



best copy 



(14) ! 


If so, did you complete the j 


O Yes | 


i 


entire general education 




■ 

i 

i 


pattern? (Select One) | 


O No j 

j 



(l5) ! 


Why did you decide against 
the IGETC option? (Select all 


j 

n I was not sufficiently aware of the option j 

t 


> i 

, | 

; f 


that apply) 


I followed the CSU certification pattern j 

□ because it offered a better fit to my j 

educational plan. . j 

I already was certain where I wanted to 
■~l transfer and followed the general education 
plan specific for that institution. 


i 




- . My choice of major discouraged use of the ; 

IGETC pattern. 


t 




O I was advised against it ! 




o\ 


Did you encounter barriers j 

that made it difficult for you 
to complete the general 
education plan you did 
select? If so, what were they? : 
(Select all that apply) 


i 

H I did not encounter any barriers. j 

Some of the classes I needed were scheduled j 
HI infrequently or at times that prevented me ! 

from enrolling. j 

— 1 Space was not available in the required i 

classes j 




s 

I 


I found I had additional lower division j 

rj requirements to meet even though I ! 

completed the pattern. j 


i 


\ 

I 

t 

» 


Q Foreign language certification. j 

i 

i 

t 



(17) j 

I 


In hindsight, do you think you 
selected the best available 


i 

O Yes 


j 

> | 


general education pattern for 


O No 


j 


transfer? (Select One) 






1 SUBMIT THE SURVEY ] RESET THE FORM | 
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Appendix B 

Counseling Faculty Survey 



mSr '■ :: couNsem emumoN sumv 
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PI TKPOSF OF THIS SI IRVFY 



In 1991, the California Community Colleges (CCC), the California State University (CSU), and the 
University of California (UQ approved a common "core” general education pattern that would be 
offered at all community colleges to satisfy the general education requirements for all CSU and UC 
campuses. Named the "Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum" (IGETC), the pattern 
was developed in an effort to simplify the transfer process for California community college students. 
The purpose of this survey is to evaluate the knowledge and use of the option among professional 
counselors in the California community college system, and to identify any improvements that should 
be made from the point of view of guidance professionals. 



C 



a) i 

i i 


Please enter your name j 

i 


> • 1 ! 

i 








(2) ! 

1 

4 

i 


Please enter your college j 
e-mail address, or enter j 
"none" if you do not have j 
an e-mail account at the j 
college where you are j 

employed j 


! i 1 


1 

1 

j 

i 

j 



(3) ; 


How long have you been 
advising transfer students at 
the community college level? 
(Select One) 


O One year j 

_ i 

O 2 to 5 years 

O More than 5 years j 

j 




| (4) j 


At which community college ; 
are you employed as a 
counselor? (Select one as your j 
primary place of employment) . 


• 


; : 


i Allan Hancock College |t] 


j 






(5) 


To which UC campus do most 


l 




of your UC-bound students 


i 


i UC Berkeley |*| 




transfer? (Select one) 


I 






(6) ; 


To which CSU campus do most [ 






of your CSU-bound students 




• CSU Bakersfield M 


. i 


transfer? (Select one) 
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' (7) | 

; » 


Of the number of students you i 
counsel, what percentage 
consists of transfer students? 
(Select One) 


j 

O Fewer than 10% 

O Between 10% and 40% j 

O Between 40% and 70% | 

O More than 70% ! 

j 








(8) 


How informed are you 
regarding the IGETC general 
education option for transfer 
students? (Select One) 


O Very informed ! 

O Reasonably informed 

O Only vaguely informed j 

i 

O Uninformed j 

j 










(9) 

: i 

i 

» 

j 


: Do you recommend the IGETC j 
option as a preferred choice to ■ 
transfer students who can 
meet their objectives by a 
variety of general education 
patterns? (Select One) 


* j 

! 

O Yes, most of the time j 

i 

O No, not most of the time ! 

| 

i 



: (io) 

; 


For which groups of transfer j 

students do you generally j 

recommend the IGETC j 

pattern for lower-division, ! 

general education course j 

work? ( Select all that apply) 

! 

i 


• — i Students intending to transfer onlv to a UC j 

campus | 

— i Students intending to transfer onlv to a CSU ! 

“" J campus 

i 

; — | Students intending to transfer either to UC or i 

J CSU i 

1 


i 


i 

• 

i 

i 

i 


—I Students intending to transfer neither to UC ! 

- 1 nor CSU 




j 

t 

1 


pi Students undecided as to where they will 
transfer 



; (ii) j 

: I 


Do you consider a student's 
GPA or other measures of 


O No, I give it no consideration 


s 

I 

• 

i 

i 


academic potential when j 

deciding whether to 


O Yes, but not significantly 




recommend the IGETC 


O Yes, I give it careful consideration 


f 1 

1 

• i 

i 

1 


pattern for lo wer-divisi on, 
general education course 
work? (Select one) 


O I only recommend IGETC to high achievers 
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(12) j 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

l 

i 


Do you consider a student's , 

choice of major when deciding j 

to recommend the IGETC 
pattern for lower-division, 
general education course j 

work? (Select one) j 

i 

1 

1 

t 


O No, I give it no consideration j 

O Yes, but not significantly j 

O Yes, I give it careful consideration 

I only recommend IGETC to students with ! 

O certain majors and never to students with j 

others ! 








(13) I 

I 

i 

i 


Where did you acquire your « 
familiarity with IGETC? 

(Select all that apply) • 


Reading IGETC Notes ! 

r] Training sessions ran by UC j 

H Training sessions run by CSU 
H Training sessions nm by CCC ' 

3 Local colleagues i 

1 College and/or district administrators i 


- i 

• ! 


i 

» 


i — | Participation in local curriculum development ! 
J process j 


1 


i 

1 

_ t 


Local and/or statewide academic senate 
^ “Ensuring Transfer Success" workshops 
~1 College catalogs j 

! i 

i 

i 




- 




(14) 


1 

What percentage of your j 

college's transfer students ; 

would you estimate is \ 

sufficiently aware of the j 

IGETC GE requirement to j 

consider this pattern among 
available choices? (Select One) 


i 

i 

O Less than l/3rd i 

O About half j 

O More than 2/3rds j 

i 

! 

i 
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( 15 ) 



"i I 

! In what ways should IGETC 
i be revised to improve this 
: general education option for > 
I students? (Select all that apply) j| 

! i 



□ 



□ 



□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 



IGETC should become the single and only 
statewide pattern for meeting lower-division 
general education requirements for CCC 
students transferring to CSU/UC 

IGETC minimum competency requirements 
in mathematics should be lowered. 

The total number of general education units 
in the IGETC pattern should be reduced. 

Students should be able to substitute some 
course work in the CSU-GE certification lis t 
for IGETC requirements, even though those 
options sure not currently provided within 
IGETC. 

CSU students should be allowed to double 
count courses where appropriate. 

Flexibility in certification should be allowed. 

A minimum course grade should not be 
specified for IGETC. 

UC campuses should eliminate 
campus-specific GE requirements and certfiy 
only with IGETC. 

IGETC should allow more flexbility in 
categories and/ or choice of courses to fulfill 
requirements within categories. 

Revision to the current pattern is unnecessary 
and undesirable. 
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Student Awareness of IGETC Option According to Major 

Which category is closest to your major? • While you were attending a community college, 
were you aware of the IGETC option for completing your general educational requirements? 

Crosstabulation 





While you were 
attending a community 
college, were you aware 
of the IGETC option for 
completing your general 
educational 
requirements? 


Total 


no 


yes 


Which arts Count 

category % within Which category 

is closest j S closest to your major? 


34 

30.4% 


78 

69.6% 


112 

100.0% 


UlajS? bioscience CSUHt 

1 ' % within Which category 

is closest to your major? 


24 

14.1% 


146 

85.9% 


. 170 

100.0% 


business Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


134 

30.1% 


311 

69.9% 


445 

100.0% 


engineering/cis Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


61 

27.0% 


165 

73.0% 


226 

100.0% 


health Count 

% .within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


50 

43.9% 


64 

56.1% 


114 

100.0% 


humanities Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


42 

21.6% 


152 

78.4% 


194 

100.0% 


liberal arts Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


94 

41.8% 


131 

58.2% 


225 

100.0% 


math Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


5 

20.8% 


19 

79.2% 


24 

100.0% 


physical science Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


13 

20.0% 


52 

80.0% 


65 

100.0% 


social science Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


120 

24.8% 


364 

75.2% 


484 

100.0% 


Total Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


577 

28.0% 


1482 

72.0% 


2059 

100.0% 
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Student Use of IGETC Option According to Major 

Which category is closest to your major? * Did you use the IGETC option for completing your 
general education requirements? Crosstabulation 





Did you use the IGETC 
option for completing 
your general education 
requirements? 


Total 


no 


yes 


wmcn arts count 

category % within Which category 

is closest j S closest to your major? 


52 

46.8% 


59 

53.2% 


100.0% 


major? bioscience Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


48 

28.2% 


122 

71.8% 


170 

100.0% 


business Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


201 

45.5% 


241 

54.5% 


442 

100.0% 


engineering/'ds Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


130 

57.0% 


98 

43.0% 


228 

100.0% 


neaith Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


61 

53.5% 


53 

46.5% 


114 

100.0% 


humanities Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


60 

30.9% 


134 

69.1% 


194 

100.0% 


uberai arts Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


116 

51.6% 


109 

48.4% 


225 

100.0% 


math Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


7 

29.2% 


17 

70.8% 


24 

100.0% 


physical science Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


22 

33.8% 


43 

66.2% 


65 

100.0% 


sodai sdence count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


159 

33.1% 


321 

66.9% 


480 

100.0% 


Total Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


856 

41.7% 


1197 

58.3% 


2053 

100.0% 
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Student Awareness of IGETC Option According to Community College 

Community College from which the student transferred. # While you were attending a community 
college, were you aware of the IGETC option for completing your general educational requirements? 

Crosstabulation 









While you were 
attending a community 
college, were you aware 
of the IGETC option for 
completing your general 
educational 
requirements? 










no 


yes 


Total 


Community 


Aiian HancocK coiiege 


Count 


4 


7 


TT 


College 
from which 
the student 
transferred. 




% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


36.4% 


63.6% 


100.0% 


Amencan River College 


Count 


17 


32 


49 






% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


34.7% 


65.3% 


100.0% 




Antelope Valley College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


i 

10.0% 


9 

90.0% 


10 

100.0% 




Bakersfield College 


Count 


3 


5 


8 






% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


37.5% 


62.5% 


100.0% 




Barstow College 


Count 




1 


1 






% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 




100.0% 


100.0% 




Butte College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


4 

36.4% 


7 

63.6% 


11 

100.0% 




Cabrillo College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


7 

23.3% 


23 

76.7% 


30 

100.0% 




Canada College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


5 

33.3% 


10 

66.7% 


15 

100.0% 




Cerritos College 


Count 

% within Community 
Coiiege from which the 
student transferred. 


12 

48.0% 


13 

52.0% 


25 

100.0% 




Cerro Coso Community 
College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


1 

33.3% 


2 

66.7% 


3 

100.0% 




Chabot College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


8 

32.0% 


17 

68.0% 


25 

100.0% 




"CRaffey Coiiege 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


11 

40.7% 


16 

59.3% 


27 

100.0% 
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Community College from which the student transferred. * While you were attending a community 
college, were you aware of the IGETC option for completing your general educational requirements? 

Crosstabulation 









While you were 
attending a community 
college, were you aware 
of the IGETC option for 
completing your general 
educational 
requirements? 


Total 




no 


yes 


community 


Citrus college 


count 




1^ 


27 


College 




% within Community 








from which 




College from which the 


44.4% 


55.6% 


100.0% 


the student 




student transferred. 








transferred. 


City College of San 


Count 


20 


25 


45 




Francisco 


% within Community 












College from which the 


44.4% 


55.6% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Coastline Community 


Count 




2 


2 




College 


% within Community 












College from which the 




100.0% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










College of Alameda 


Count 


5 


3 


8 






% within Community 












College from which the 


62.5% 


37.5% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










College of Mann 


Count 


4 


13 


17 






% within Community 












College from which the 


23.5% 


76.5% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










College of San Mateo 


Count 


9 


21 


30 






% within Community 












College from which the 


30.0% 


70.0% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










College Of The Canyons 


Count 


i 


13 


14 






% within Community 












College from which the 


7.1% 


92.9% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










College of the Desert 


Count 


6 


20 


26 






% within Community 












College from which the 


23.1% 


76.9% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










College of the Redwoods 


Count 


5 


3 


8 






% within Community 












College from which the 


62.5% 


37.5% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










College of the Sequoias 


Count 




7 


7 






% within Community 












College from which the 




100.0% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










College of the Siskiyous 


Count 




2 


2 






% within Community 












College from which the 




100.0% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Columbia College 


Count 


3 


3 


6 






% within Community 












College from which the 


50.0% 


50.0% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Compton College 


Count 


5 


2 


7 






% within Community 












College from which the 


71.4% 


28.6% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 
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Community College from which the student transferred. * While you were attending a community 
college, were you aware of the IGETC option for completing your general educational requirements? 

Crosstabulation 





While you were 
attending a community 
college, were you aware 
of the IGETC option for 
completing your general 
educational 
requirements? 




no 


yes 


Total 


community uontra costa college count 


i 


r 


r 


% within Community 








from which College from which the 

the student student transferred. 


14.3% 


85.7% 


100.0% 










Cosumnes River College Count 


11 


8 


19 


% within Community 








College from which the 


57.9% 


42.1% 


100.0% 


student transferred. 








Crafton Hills College Count 


4 


8 


12 


% within Community 








College from which the 


33.3% 


66.7% 


100.0% 


student transferred. 








Cuesta College Count 


11 


13 


24 


% within Community 








College from which the 


45.8% 


54.2% 


100.0% 


student transferred. 








Cypress College Count 


5 


17 


22 


% within Community 








College from which the 


22.7% 


77.3% 


100.0% 


student transferred. 








ueAnza College Count 


14 


77 


91 


% within Community 








College from which the 


15.4% 


84.6% 


100.0% 


student transferred. 








Diablo valley College Count 


17 


40 


57 


% within Community 








College from which the 


29.8% 


70.2% 


100.0% 


student transferred. 








bast Los Angeles College Count 


9 


23 


32 


% within Community 








College from which the 


28.1% 


71.9% 


100.0% 


student transferred. 








EJ Camino College Count 


8 


40 


48 


% within Community 








College from which the 


16.7% 


83.3% 


100.0% 


student transferred. 








Evergreen Valley College Count 


7 


14 


21 


% within Community 








College from which the 


33.3% 


66.7% 


100.0% 


student transferred. 








Feather River College Count 




1 


1 


% within Community 








College from which the 




100.0% 


100.0% 


student transferred. 








Foothill College Count 


5 


28 


33 


% within Community 








College from which the 


15.2% 


84.8% 


100.0% 


student transferred. 








Fresno City College Count 


3 


7 


10 


% within Community 








College from which the 


30.0% 


70.0% 


100.0% 


student transferred. 
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Community College from which the student transferred. * While you were attending a community 
college, were you aware of the IGETC option for completing your general educational requirements? 

Crosstabulation 









While you were 
attending a community 
college, were you aware 
of the IGETC option for 
completing your general 
educational 
requirements? 










no 


yes 


Total 


Community 
College 
from which 
the student 
transferred. 


ruiierton college 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


11 

28.9% 


zT 

71.1% 


36 

100.0% 


Gavilan College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


5 

45.5% 


6 

54.5% 


11 

100.0% 




Giendaie Community 
College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


2 

7.7% 


24 

92.3% 


26 

100.0% 




Golden West College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


9 

36.0% 


16 

64.0% 


25 

100.0% 




Grossmont Coiiege 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


3 

33.3% 


6 

66.7% 


9 

100.0% 




Hartnell College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


4 

44.4% 


5 

55.6% 


9 

100.0% 




imperial Valley Coiiege 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 




3 

100.0% 


3 

100.0% 




irvine Vailey Coiiege 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


1 

6.7% 


14 

93.3% 


15 

100.0% 




Kings River Community 
College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


2 

28.6% 


5 

71.4% 


7 

100.0% 




Lake Tahoe Community 
College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 




6 

100.0% 


6 

100.0% 




Laney Coiiege 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


1 

8.3% 


11 

91.7% 


12 

100.0% 




Las Positas College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 




5 

100.0% 


5 

100.0% 




Lassen Coiiege 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


1 

100.0% 




1 

100.0% 



Community College from which the student transferred. * While you were attending a community 
college, were you aware of the IGETC option for completing your general educational requirements? 

Crosstabulation 





While you were 
attending a community 
college, were you aware 
of the IGETC option for 
completing your general 
educational 
requirements? 


Total 


no 


yes 


community 


Long beach uty conege 


count 


6 


31 


37 


College 




% within Community 








from which 




College from which the 


16.2% 


83.8% 


100.0% 


the student 
transferred. 




student transferred. 








Los Angeles City College 


Count 


6 


14 


20 






% within Community 












College from which the 


30.0% 


70.0% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Los Angeles Harbor 


Count 


5 


8 


13 




College 


% within Community 












College from which the 


38.5% 


61.5% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Los Angeles Mission 


Count 


1 


2 


3 




College 


% within Community 












College from which the 


33.3% 


66.7% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Los Angeles Pierce 


Count 


10 


32 


42 




College 


% within Community 












College from which the 


23.8% 


76.2% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Los Angeles Southwest 


Count 




4 


4 




College 


% within Community 












College from which the 




100.0% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Los Angeles Trade-Tech 


Count 


7 


6 


13 




College 


% within Community 












College from which the 


53.8% 


46.2% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Los Angeles Valley 


count 


8 


24 


32 




College 


% within Community 












College from which the 


25.0% 


75.0% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Los Medanos College 


Count 


4 


3 


7 






% within Community 












College from which the 


57.1% 


42.9% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Mendocino College 


Count 


4 


2 


6 






% within Community 












College from which the 


66.7% 


33.3% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Merced Coliege 


Count 


8 


2 


10 






% within Community 












College from which the 


80.0% 


20.0% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Merritt College 


Count 


3 


1 


4 






% within Community 












College from which the 


75.0% 


25.0% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










MiraCosta College 


Count 


3 


18 


21 






% within Community 












College from which the 


14.3% 


85.7% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 
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Community College from which the student transferred. * While you were attending a community 
college, were you aware of the IGETC option for completing your general educational requirements? 

Crosstabuiation 









While you were 
attending a community 
college, were you aware 
of the IGETC option for 
completing your general 
educational 
requirements? 










no 


yes 


Total 


community 
College 
from which 
the student 
transferred. 


Mission college 


count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


8 

50.0% 


5” 

50.0% 


T6 

100.0% 


Modesto Junior College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


3 

10.7% 


25 

89.3% 


28 

100.0% 




Monterey Peninsula 
College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


4 

36.4% 


7 

63.6% 


11 

100.0% 




Moorpark College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


7 

17.9% 


32 

82.1% 


39 

100.0% 




ML San Antonio College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


19 

37.3% 


32 

62.7% 


51 

100.0% 




ML San Jacinto College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


1 

7.1% 


13 

92.9% 


14 

100.0% 




Napa Valley College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


2 

28.6% 


5 

71.4% 


7 

100.0% 




Ohlone College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


3 

21.4% 


11 

78.6% 


14 

100.0% 




Orange Coast College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


10 

18.2% 


45 

81.8% 


55 

100.0% 




Oxnard College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


2 

33.3% 


4 

66.7% 


6 

100.0% 




Palomar College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


13 

37.1% 


22 

62.9% 


35 

100.0% 




Pasadena City College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


14 

22.2% 


49 

77.8% 


63 

100.0% 




Porterville College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 




1 

100.0% 


1 

100.0% 
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Community College from which the student transferred. * While you were attending a community 
college, were you aware of the IGETC option for completing your general educational requirements? 

Crosstabuiation 





While you were 
attending a community 
college, were you aware 
of the IGETC option for 
completing your general 
educational 
requirements? 


Total 


no 


yes 


immunity 


Kio Honao college 


count 


2 


i(T 


12 


College 




% within Community 








from which 




College from which the 


16.7% 


83.3% 


100.0% 


the student 
transferred. 




student transferred. 








Riverside Community 


Count 


14 


30 


44 




College 


% within Community 












College from which the 


31.8% 


68.2% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Sacramento City College 


Count 


6 


15 


21 






% within Community 












College from which the 


28.6% 


71.4% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Saddleback College 


Count 


4 


22 


26 






% within Community 












College from which the 


15.4% 


84.6% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










San Bernardino Valley 


Count 


15 


8 


23 




College 


% within Community 












Coliege from which the 


65.2% 


34.8% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










San Diego City College 


Count 


2 


7 


9 






% within Community 












Coliege from which the 


22.2% 


77.8% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










San Diego Mesa College 


Count 


9 


20 


29 






% within Community 












Coliege from which the 


31.0% 


69.0% 


100.0% 




. 


student transferred. 










San Diego Miramar 


Count 


1 


4 


5 




College 


% within Community 












Coiiege from which the 


20.0% 


80.0% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










San Joaquin Delta 


Count 


8 


20 


28 




College 


% within Community 












College from which the 


28.6% 


71.4% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










San Jose City College 


Count 


14 


6 


20 






% within Community 




. 








College from which the 


70.0% 


30.0% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Santa Ana College 


Count 


i 


18 


19 






% within Community 












College from which the 


5.3% 


94.7% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Santa Barbara City 


Count 


3 


20 


23 




College 


% within Community 












College from which the 


13.0% 


87.0% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 










Santa Monica Coiiege 


Count 


4 


60 


64 






% within Community 












College from which the 


6.3% 


93.8% 


100.0% 






student transferred. 
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Community College from which the student transferred. * While you were attending a community 
college, were you aware of the IGETC option for completing your general educational requirements? 

Crosstabulation 









While you were 
attending a community 
college, were you aware 
of the IGETC option for 
completing your general 
educational 
requirements? 










no 


yes 


Total 


uommunity 
College 
from which 
the student 


Santa Kosa Junior 
College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


10 

19.6% 


41 

80.4% 


sT 

100.0% 


iransrerrea . 


Santiago Canyon College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


1 

33.3% 


2 

66.7% 


3 

100.0% 




Shasta College 


Count 


3 


3 


6 






% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


50.0% 


50.0% 


100.0% 




Sierra College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


11 

47.8% 


12 

52.2% 


23 

100.0% 




Skyline College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 




7 

100.0% 


7 

100.0% 




Soiano Community 
College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


4 

22.2% 


14 

77.8% 


18 

100.0% 




Southwestern College 


Count 




11 


11 






% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 




100.0% 


100.0% 




Taft Coiiege 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


1 

100.0% 




i 

100.0% 




Ventura Coiiege 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


11 

42.3% 


15 

57.7% 


26 

100.0% 




Victor Vailey Coiiege 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


5 

55.6% 


4 

•44.4% 


9 

100.0% 




Vista College 


Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


1 

100.0% 




1 

100.0% 
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Community College from which the student transferred. * While you were attending a community 
college, were you aware of the IGETC option for completing your general educational requirements? 

Crosstabulation 





While you were 
attending a community 
college, were you aware 
of the IGETC option for 
completing your general 
educational 
requirements? 


Total 


no 


yes 


community west mils coiiege count 

College % within Community 

from which College from which the 

the student student transferred. 


i 

100.ti% 




r 

100.0% 


uansrerreu. West Los Angeies Count 

College % within Community 

College from which the 
student transferred. 


5 

35.7% 


9 

64.3% 


14 

100.0% 


“west Valley Coiiege Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


10 

23.3% 


33 

76.7% 


43 

ioo.o% 


Yuba Coiiege Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


7 

33.3% 


14 

66.7% 


21 

100.0% 


Total Count 

% within Community 
College from which the 
student transferred. 


581 

28.1% 


1487 

71.9% 


2068 

100.0% 



Obstacles Encounted by IGETC Students According to Transfer Institution 

CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * My choice of the IGETC pattern did not present 

any barriers. Crosstabulation 





My choice of the IGETC 
pattern did not present 
any barriers. 


Total 




yes 


or uu CbU Unico count 

£ wh 4 it * . % within CSU or UC 

the student to ^ich the student 

transferred. transferred. 


9 

36.0% 


w 

64.0% 


25 

100.0% 


CSU Dominguez Hills Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


11 

55.0% 


9 

45.0% 


20 

100.0% 


CSU Fresno Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


1 

■ 100.0% 




1 

100.0% 


CSU Fuiierton Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


19 

37.3% 


32 

62.7% 


51 

100.0% 


CSU Hayward Count 

% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


10 

45.5% 


12 

54.5% 


22 

100.0% 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * My choice of the IGETC pattern did not present 

any barriers. Crosstabulation 





My choice of the IGETC 
pattern did not present 
any barriers. 


Total 




yes 


usu or UvJ usu HumboiGt uount 


3 


5 


6 


to which % within CSU or UC 








the student to which the student 


37.5% 


62.5% 


100.0% 


transferred. transferred. 








CSU Long Beach Count 


16 


26 


42 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


38.1% 


61.9% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Los Angeles Count 


32 


28 


60 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


53.3% 


46.7% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Monterey Bay Count 


3 


2 


5 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


60.0% 


40.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Northndge Count 


30 


57 


87 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


34.5% 


65.5% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Pomona Count 


27 


24 


51 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


52.9% 


47.1% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Sacramento Count 


15 


23 


38 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


39.5% 


60.5% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Bernardino Count 


17 


30 


47 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


362% 


63.8% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Diego Count 


i 


3 


4 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


25.0% 


75.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Francisco Count 


24 


16 


40 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


60.0% 


40.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Jose Count 


50 


51 


101 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


49.5% 


50.5% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Luis Obispo Count 


15 


21 


36 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


41.7% 


58.3% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Marcos Count 


9 


9 


18 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


50.0% 


50.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Sonoma Count 


11 


12 


23 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


47.8% 


52.2% 


100.0% 


transferred. 










45 



CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * My choice of the IGETC pattern did not present 

any barriers. Crosstabulation 









My choice of the IGETC 
pattern did not present 
any barriers. 












yes 


Total 


usu or uc 
to which 
the student 
transferred. 


UbU Stanislaus 


count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


9 

47.4% 


10 “ 

52.6% 


19 

100.0% 




UC Berkeley 


Count 

% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


17 

23.3% 


56 

76.7% 


73 

100.0% 




UC Davis 


Count 


13 


30 


43 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


30.2% 


69.8% 


100.0% 




UC Irvine 


Count 


5 


7 


12 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


41.7% 


58.3% 


100.0% 




UC Los Angeles 


Count 

% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


46 

32.2% 


97 

67.8% 


143 

100.0% 




UC Riverside 


Count 


18 


30 


48 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


37.5% 


62.5% 


100.0% 




UC San Diego 


Count 


19 


34 


53 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


35.8% 


64.2% 


100.0% 




UC Santa Barbara 


Count 


21 


51 


72 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


29.2% 


70.8% 


100.0% 




UC Santa Cruz 


Count 


25 


35 


60 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


41.7% 


58.3% 


100.0% 


Total 




Count 


476 


726 


1202 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


39.6% 


60.4% 


100.0% 



CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Some of the classes I needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times that prevented me from enrolling. Crosstabulation 







Some of the classes 1 
needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times 
that prevented me from 
enrolling. 










yes 


Total 


"CSCorUC usu umco 
to which 


uount 

% within CSU or UC 


24 


i 


25 


the student 
transferred. 


to which the student 
transferred. 


96.0% 


4.0% 


100.0% 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Some of the classes I needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times that prevented me from enrolling. Crosstabulation 









Some of the classes 1 
needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times 
that prevented me from 
enrolling. 












yes 


Total 


csu or uc 
to which 
the student 
transferred. 


CSU uommguez Hills 


count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


14 

70.0% 


6 

30.0% 


20 

100.0% 




CSU Fresno 


Count 


1 - 




1 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


100.0% 




100.0% 




CSU Fullerton 


Count 


43 


8 


51 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


84.3% 


15.7% 


100.0% 




CSU Hayward 


Count 


16 


6 


22 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


72.7% 


27.3% 


100.0% 




CSU i-iumboidt 


Count 


8 




8 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


100.0% 




100.0% 




CSU Long Beach 


Count 


38 


4 


42 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


90.5% 


9.5% 


100.0% 




CSU Los Angeles 


Count 


49 


11 


60 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


81.7% 


18.3% 


100.0% 




CSU Monterey Bay 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


4 

80.0% 


i 

20.0% 


5 

100.0% 




CSU Northridge 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


76 

87.4% 


11 

12.6% 


87 

100.0% 




CSU Pomona 


Count 


39 


12 


51 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


76.5% 


23.5% 


100.0% 




CSU Sacramento 


Count 


35 


3 


38 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


92.1% 


7.9% 


100.0% 




CSU San Bernardino 


Count 


38 


9 


47 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


80.9% 


19.1% 


100.0% 




CSU San Diego 


Count 


4 




4 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


100.0% 




100.0% 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Some of the classes I needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times that prevented me from enrolling. Crosstabulation 









Some of the classes 1 
needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times 
that prevented me from 
enrolling. 












yes 


Total 


toll or UC 
to which 
the student 
transferred. 


CSU ban rranasco 


count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


30 

75.0% 


i(T 

25.0% 


40 

100.0% 




CSU San Jose 


Count 


75. 


26 


101 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


74.3% 


25.7% 


100.0% 




tSU San Luis Obispo 


Count 


33 


3 


36 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


91.7% 


8.3% 


100.0% 




CSU San Marcos 


Count 


14 


4 


18 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


77.8% 


22.2% 


100.0% 




CSU Sonoma 


Count 


19 


4 


23 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


82.6% 


17.4% 


100.0% 




CSU Stanislaus 


Count 


16 


3 


19 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


64.2% 


15.8% 


100.0% 




UC Berkeley 


Count 


69 


4 


73 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


94.5% 


5.5% 


100.0% 




UC Davis 


Count 


38 


5 


43 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


88.4% 


11.6% 


100.0% 




UC irvine 


Count 


11 


1 


12 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


91.7% 


8.3% 


100.0% 




UC Los Angeies 


Count 


119 


24 


143 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


83.2% 


16.8% 


100.0% 




UC Riverside 


Count 


37 


11 


48 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


77.1% 


22.9% 


100.0% 




UC San Diego 


Count 


50 


3 


53 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


94.3% 


5.7% 


100.0% 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Some of the classes I needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times that prevented me from enrolling. Crosstabulation 









Some of the classes 1 
needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times 
that prevented me from 
enrolling. 












yes 


Total 


Ij&u or uc 


uu Santa Barbara 


uouni 


63 




9 


72 


to which 
the student 
transferred. 




% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


87.5% 




12.5% 


100.0% 




UC Santa Cruz 


Count 


48 . 




12 


60 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


80.0% 




20.0% 


100.0% 


Total 




Count 


1011 




191 


1202 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


84.1% 




15.9% 


100.0% 



CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Space was not available in the required classes. 

Crosstabulation 









Space was not available 
in the required classes. 












yes 


Total 


CSU or UC 
to which 
the student 
transferred. 


CSU CniCO 


count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


25 

100.0% 




25 

100.0% 




CSU Dominguez Hills 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


17 

85.0% 


3 

15.0% 


20 

100.0% 




CSU Fresno 


Count 


1 




i 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


100.0% 




100.0% 




CSU Fullerton 


Count 


47 


4 


51 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


92.2% 


7.8% 


100.0% 




CSU Hayward 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


21 

95.5% 


1 

4.5% 


22 

100.0% 




CSU Humboldt 


Count 


8 




8 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


100.0% 




100.0% 




CSU Long Beach 


Count 


37 


5 


42 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


88.1% 


11.9% 


100.0% 




CSU Los Angeles 


Count 


48 


12 


60 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


80.0% 


20.0% 


100.0% 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Space was not available in the required classes. 

Crosstabulation 





Space was not available 
in the required classes. 






yes 


Total 


or uc CSU Monterey bay count 

j? v ^ < * . % within CSU or UC 

the student to ^ stu dent 

transferred. transferred. 


3 

60.0% 


T 

40.0% 


T 

100.0% 


_ tSU Northridge Count 


79 


8 


87 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


90.8% 


9.2% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Pomona Count 


41 


10 


51 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


80.4% 


19.6% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Sacramento Count 


37 


1 


38 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


97.4% 


2.6% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Bernardino Count 


44 


3 


47 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


93.6% 


6.4% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Diego Count 


4 




4 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Francisco Count 


31 


9 


40 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


77.5% 


22.5% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Jose Count 


85 


16 


101 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


842% 


15.8% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Luis Obispo Count 


34 


2 


36 


% within CSU orUC 








to which the student 


94.4% 


5.6% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Marcos Count 


16 


2 


18 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


88.9% 


11.1% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Sonoma Count 


21 


2 


23 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


91.3% 


8.7% 


100jD% 


transferred. 








CSU Stanislaus Count 


17 


2 


19 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


89.5% 


10.5% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








UC Berkeley Count 


72 


1 


73 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


98.6% 


1.4% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








~Uc Davis Count 


41 


2 


43 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


95.3% 


4.7% 


100.0% 


transferred. 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Space was not available in the required classes. 

Crosstabulation 









Space was not available 
in the required classes. 












yes 


Total 


CbU or UC 
to which 
the student 
transferred. 


uu Irvine 


count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


11 

91.7% 


i 

8.3% 


12 

100.0% 




UC Los Angeles 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


129 

90.2% 


14 

9.8% 


143 

100.0% 




UC Riverside 


Count 


43 


S 


48 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


89.6% 


10.4% 


100.0% 




UC San Diego 


Count 


SO 


3 


S3 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


94.3% 


5.7% 


100.0% 




UC Santa Barbara 


Count 


66 


6 


72 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


91.7% 


8.3% 


100.0% 




Uc Santa Cruz 


Count 


54 


6 


60 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


90.0% 


10.0% 


100.0% 


Totai 




Count 


1082 


120 


1202 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


90.0% 


10.0% 


100.0% 



CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * I found that I had additional lower division 
requirements to meet even through I completed the IGETC pattern. Crosstabulation 









1 found that 1 had 
additional lower division 
requirements to meet 
even through 1 
completed the IGETC 
pattern. 












yes 


Total 


(Jh>U or Ul! 
to which 
the student 
transferred. 


usu umco 


count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


IS 

64.0% 


9 

36.0% 


25 

100.0% 




CSU Dominguez Hills 


Count 


15 




5 


20 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


75.0% 




25.0% 


100.0% 




CSU Fresno 


Count 


1 






1 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


100.0% 






100.0% 




CSU Fuiierton 


Count 


38 




13 


51 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


74.5% 




25.5% 


100.0% 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * I found that I had additional lower division 
requirements to meet even through I completed the IGETC pattern. Crosstabulation 





I found that 1 had 
additional lower division 
requirements to meet 
even through 1 
completed the IGETC 
pattern. 


Total 




yes 


Csu or uu csu Hayward uount 


17 


5 


22 


to which % within CSU or UC 








the student to which the student 


77.3% 


22.7% 


100.0% 


transferred. transferred. 








CSU Humboidt Count 


5 


3 


8 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


62.5% 


37.5% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








fcSU Long Beach Count 


31 


11 


42 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


73.8% 


26.2% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Los Angeles Count 


41 


19 


60 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


68.3% 


31.7% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Monterey Bay Count 


3 


2 


5 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


60.0% 


40.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Northridge Count 


68 


19 


87 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


78.2% 


21.8% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Pomona Count 


34 


17 


51 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


66.7% 


33.3% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Sacramento Count 


26 


12 


38 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


68.4% 


31.6% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Bernardino Count 


36 


11 


47 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


76.6% 


23.4% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Diego Count 


3 


i 


4 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


75.0% 


25.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Francisco Count 


28 


'12 


40 


% within CSU orUC 








to which the student 


70.0% 


30.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Jose Count 


74 


27 


101 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


73.3% 


26.7% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Luis Obispo Count 


24 


12 


36 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


66.7% 


33.3% 


100.0% 


transferred. 













BEST 



COPY 



AVAILABLE 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * I found that I had additional lower division 
requirements to meet even through I completed the IGETC pattern. Crosstabulation 









1 found that 1 had 
additional lower division 
requirements to meet 
even through 1 
completed the IGETC 
pattern. 












yes 


Total 


csu or UC 
to which 
the student . 
transferred. 


csu ban Marcos 


count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


13 

722% 


5 

27.8% 


18 

100.0% 




CSU Sonoma 


Count 


18 


5 


23 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


78.3% 


21.7% 


100.0% 




CSU Stanislaus 


Count 


15 


4 


19 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


78.9% 


21.1% 


100.0% 




UC Berkeley 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


58 

79.5% 


15 

20.5% 


73 

100.0% 




UC Davis 


Count 


33 


10 


43 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


76.7% 


23.3% 


100.0% 




UC Irvine 


Count 


9 


3 


12 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


75.0% 


25.0% 


100.0% 




UC Los Angeles 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


115 

80.4% 


28 

19.6% 


143 

100.0% 




UC Riverside 


Count 


39 


9 


48 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


81.3% 


18.8% 


100.0% 




UC San Diego 


Count 


37 


16 


53 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


69.8% 


30.2% 


100.0% 




UC Santa Barbara 


Count 


58 


14 


72 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


80.6% 


19.4% 


100.0% 




UC Santa Cruz 


Count 


49 


ii 


60 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


81.7% 


18.3% 


100.0% 


Total 




Count 


904 


298 


1202 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


75.2% 


24.8% 


100.0% 





Obstacles Encounted by IGETC Students According to Major 

Which category is closest to your major? * My choice of the IGETC pattern did not present any 

barriers. Crosstabulation 





My choice of the IGETC 
pattern did not present 
any barriers. 






yes 


Total 


v Vi itcn arts count 

category % within Which category 

is closest j S dosest to your major? 


21 

35.6% 


w 

64.4% 


53" 

100.0% 


major? biosaence C5UHI 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


46 

37.7% 


76 

62.3% 


122 

100.0% 


business Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


103 

42.7% 


138 

57.3% 


241 

100.0% 


engineering/ds Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


42 

42.9% 


56 

57.1% 


98 

100.0% 


health Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


20 

37.7% 


33 

62.3% 


53 

100.0% 


humanities Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


53 

39.6% 


81 

60.4% 


134 

100.0% 


libera! arts Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


46 

42.2% 


63 

57.8% 


109 

100.0% 


math Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


8 

47.1% 


9 

52.9% 


17 

100.0% 


pnysica! sdence Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


16 

37.2% 


27 

62.8% 


43 

100.0% 


soaai science Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


118 

36.8% 


203 

63.2% 


321 

100.0% 


Total Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


473 

39.5% 


724 

60.5% 


1197 

100.0% 





Which category is closest to your major? * Some of the classes I needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times that prevented me from enrolling. Crosstabulation 









Some of the classes 1 
needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times 
that prevented me from 
enrolling. 












yes 


Total 


Which 


arts 


count 


51 


8 


59 


category 
is closest 
to your 
major? 




% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


86.4% 


13.6% 


100.0% 


bioscience 


Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


106 

86.9% 


16 

13.1% 


122 

100.0% 




business 


Count 


195 


46 


241 






% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


80.9% 


19.1% 


100.0% 




engineeringycis 


Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


84 

85.7% 


14 

14.3% 


98 

100.0% 




health 


Count 


47 


6 


53 






% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


88.7% 


11.3% 


100.0% 




humanities 


Count 


108 


26 


134 






% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


80.6% 


19.4% 


100.0% 




liberal arts 


Count 


93 


16 


109 






% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


85.3% 


14.7% 


100.0% 




math 


Count 


14 


3 


17 






% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


82.4% 


17.6% 


100.0% 




physical science 


Count 


39 


4 


43 






% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


90.7% 


9.3% 


100.0% 




social science 


Count 


270 


51 


321 






% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


84.1% 


15.9% 


100.0% 


Total 




Count 


1007 


190 


1197 






% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


84.1% 


15.9% 


100.0% 



O 

ERIC 
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Which category is closest to your major? * Space was not available in the required classes. 

Crosstabulation 





Space was not available 
in the required classes. 






yes 


Total 


wmcn arts uount 

category <& W jy 1 j n which category 

is closest j S closest to your major? 


57 

96.6% 


2 

3.4% 


W 

100.0% 


major? bioscience C5UHt 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


109 

69.3% 


13 

10.7% 


122 

100.0% 


business Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


212 

66.0% 


29 

12.0% 


241 

100.0% 


engineering/ds Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


60 

81.6% 


18 

18.4% 


98 

100.0% 


health Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


48 

90.6% 


5 

9.4% 


53 

100.0% 


humanities Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


123 

91.8% 


11 

8.2% 


134 

100.0% 


liberal arts Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


94 

66.2% 


15 

13.8% 


109 

100.0% 


math Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


17 

100.0% 




17 

100.0% 


physical sdence Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


40 

93.0% 


3 

7.0% 


43 

100.0% 


sooai sdence Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


297 

92.5% 


24 

7.5% 


321 

100.0% 


"Total Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


1077 

90.0% 


120 

10.0% 


1197 

100.0% 
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Which category is closest to your major? * I found that I had additional lower division 
requirements to meet even through I completed the IGETC pattern. Crosstabulation 





1 found that 1 had 
additional lower division 
requirements to meet 
even through 1 
completed the IGETC 
pattern. 


Total 




yes 


Wnich arts Count 

category % within Which category 

is closest i s closest to your major? 


43 

72.9% 


l£~ 

27.1% 


5JT 

100.0% 


bioscience Count 

J ' % within Which category 

is closest to your major? 


95 

77.9% 


27 

22.1% 


122 

100.0% 


business Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


178 

73.9% 


63 

26.1% 


241 

100.0% 


engineering/cis Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


74 

75.5% 


24 

24.5% 


98 

100.0% 


health Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


39 

73.6% 


14 

26.4% 


53 

100.0% 


humanities Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


105 

78.4% 


29 

21.6% 


134 

100.0% 


liberal arts Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


81 

74.3% 


28 

25.7% 


109 

100.0% 


math Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


12 

70.6% 


5 

29.4% 


17 

100.0% 


physical science Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


32 

74.4% 


11 

25.6% 


43 

100.0% 


sodai science Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


243 

75.7% 


78 

24.3% 


321 

100.0% 


Totai Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


902 

75.4% 


295 

24.6% 


1197 

100.0% 



Obstacles Encounted by Non-IGETC Students According to Transfer Institution 

CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * I did not encounter any barriers. Crosstabulation 





1 did not encounter any 
barriers. 


Total 




yes 


CoU or UU LloLi Chico uount 

to which % within CSU or UC 

the student to which the student 

transferred. transferred. 


18 

62.1% 


■H 

37.9% 


29 

100.0% 


CSU Dominguez Hills Count 

% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


16 

53.3% 


14 

46.7% 


30 

100.0% 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * i did not encounter any barriers. Crosstabulation 









1 did not encounter any 
barriers. 












yes 


Total 


UqU or UC 
to which 
the student 
transferred. 


csu t-resno 


count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


i 

33.3% 


2 

66.7% 


3 

100.0% 




CSU Puilerton 


Count ~ ~ 


27 


17 


44 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


61.4% 


38.6% 


100.0% 




CSU Hayward 


Count 


12 


16 


28 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


42.9% 


57.1% 


100.0% 




CSU Humboldt 


Count 


7 


5 


12 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


58.3% 


41.7% 


100.0% 




CSU Long Beach 


Count 


21 


25 


46 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


45.7% 


54.3% 


100.0% 




CSU Los Angeles 


Count 


25 


18 


43 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


58.1% 


41.9% 


100.0% 




tSU Monterey Bay 


Count 


1 


3 


4 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


25.0% 


75.0% 


100.0% 




^:SU Nortnndge 


Count 


19 


24 


43 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


44.2% 


55.8% 


100.0% 




tSU Pomona 


Count “ 


31 


35 


66 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


47.0% 


53.0% 


100.0% 




CSU Sacramento 


Count 


38 


24 


62 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


61.3% 


38.7% 


100.0% 




CSU San Bernardino 


Count 


34 


22 


56 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


60.7% 


39.3% 


100.0% 




CSU San Diego 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


3 

75.0% 


i 

25.0% 


4 

100.0% 




CSU San Francisco 


Count 


23 


18 


41 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


56.1% 


43.9% 


100.0% 




CSU San Jose 


Count 


68 


62 


130 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


52.3% 


47.7% 


100.0% 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * I did not encounter any barriers. Crosstabulation 









! did not encounter any 
barriers. 












yes 


Total 


uyu or UC 
to which 
the student 
transferred. 


Cbu ban Luis Ubispo 


count 

% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


19 

54.3% 


i6~~ 

45.7% 


35 

100.0% 




CSU San Marcos 


Count 


11 


16 


27 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


40.7% 


59.3% 


100.0% 




CSU Sonoma 


Count 


15 


17 


32 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


46.9% 


53.1% 


100.0% 




CSU Stanislaus 


Count 


5 


10 


15 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


33.3% 


66.7% 


100.0% 




UC Berkeley 


Count 


5 


8 


13 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


38.5% 


61.5% 


100.0% 




UC Davis 


Count 


7 


17 


24 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


29.2% 


70.8% 


100.0% 




UC Irvine 


Count 


1 


1 


2 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


50.0% 


50.0% 


100.0% 




UC Los Angeles 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


5 

50.0% 


5 

50.0% 


10 

100.0% 




UC Riverside 


Count 


10 


8 


18 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


55.6% 


44.4% 


100.0% 




UC San Diego 


Count " 


9 


9 


18 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


50.0% 


50.0% 


100.0% 




UC Santa Barbara 


Count 


6 


5 


11 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


54.5% 


45.5% 


100.0% 




UC Santa Cruz — 


Count 


7 


. 7 


14 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


50.0% 


50.0% 


100.0% 


Total 




Count 

% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


444 

51.6% 


416 

48.4% 


860 

100.0% 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Some of the classes I needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times that prevented me from enrolling. Crosstabulation 









Some of the classes 1 
needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times 
that prevented me from 
enrolling. 












yes 


Total 


csu or uc 
to which 
the student 
transferred. 


csu cnico 


count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


22 

75.9% 


7 

24.1% 


29 

100.0% 




CSU Dominguez Hills 


Count 


25 • 


5 


30 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


83.3% 


16.7% 


100.0% 




CSU Fresno 


Count 


3 




3 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


100.0% 




100.0% 




CSU Fullerton 


Count 


34 


10 


44 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


77.3% 


22.7% 


100.0% 




CSU Hayward 


Count 


23 


5 


28 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


82.1% 


17.9% 


100.0% 




CSU Humboldt 


Count 


9 


3 


12 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


75.0% 


25.0% 


100.0% 




CSU Long Beach 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


40 

87.0% 


6 

13.0% 


46 

100.0% 




CSU Los Angeles 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


31 

72.1% 


12 

27.9% 


43 

100.0% 




CSU Monterey Bay 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


3 

75.0% 


1 

25.0% 


4 

100.0% 




CSU Northridge 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


33 

76.7% 


10 

23.3% 


43 

100.0% 




CSU Pomona 


Count 


48 


. 18 


66 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


72.7% 


27.3% 


100.0% 




CSU Sacramento 


Count 


45 


17 


62 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


72.6% 


27.4% 


100.0% 




CSU San Bernardino 


Count 


37 


19 


56 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


66.1% 


33.9% 


100.0% 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Some of the classes t needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times that prevented me from enrolling. Crosstabulation 









Some of the dasses 1 
needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times 
that prevented me from 
enrolling. 












yes 


| Total 


"CSUorTJC™ 
to which 
the student 
transferred. 


UbU ban Diego 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


2 

50.0% 


2 

50.0% 


4 

100.0% 




CSU San Francisco 


Count 


32 . 


9 


41 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


78.0% 


22.0% 


100.0% 




CSU San Jose 


Count 


96 


34 


130 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


73.8% 


26.2% 


100.0% 




CSU San Luis Obispo 


Count 


24 


11 


35 






% within CSUorUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


68.6% 


31.4% 


100.0% 




^5U San Marcos 


Count 


19 


8 


27 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


70.4% 


29.6% 


100.0% 




CSU Sonoma 


Count 


25 


7 


32 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


78.1% 


21.9% 


100.0% 




CSU Stanislaus 


Count 


12 


3 


15 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


80.0% 


20.0% 


100.0% 




UC Berkeley 


Count 


11 


2 


13 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


84.6% 


15.4% 


100.0% 




Uc Davis 


Count 


21 


3 


24 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


87.5% 


12.5% 


100.0% 




UC irvine 


Count 


1 


1 


2 






% within CSUorUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


50.0% 


50.0% 


100.0% 




UC Los Angeles 


Count 


9 


1 


10 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


90.0% 


10.0% 


100.0% 




UC Riverside 


Count 


13 


5 


18 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


722% 


27.8% 


100.0% 




UC San Diego 


Count 

% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


15 

83.3% 


3 

16.7% 


18 

100.0% 





CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Some of the classes I needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times that prevented me from enrolling. Crosstabulation 





Some of the classes 1 
needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times 
that prevented me from 
enrolling. 


Total 




yes 


wwU or uu uu Santa Barbara count 

W *V C * 1 t % within CSU or UC 

the student to which the student 

transferred. transferred. 


10 

90.9% 


T~ 

9.1% 


rr 

100.0% 


UC Santa Cruz Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


ii . 
78.6% 


3 

21.4% 


14 

100.0% 


Total Count ' 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


654 

76.0% 


206 

24.0% 


860 

100.0% 



CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Space was not available in the required classes. 

Crosstabulation 









Space was not available 
in the required classes. 












yes 


Total 


csu or uc 
to which 
the student 
transferred. 


CSU CnlCO 


count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


26 

89.7% 


3" 

10.3% 


2§ 

100.0% 




CSU Dominguez Hills 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


25 

83.3% 


5 

16.7% 


30 

100.0% 




Csu Fresno 


Count 


3 




3 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


100.0% 




100.0% 




CSU Fullerton 


Count 


36 


8 


44 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


81.8% 


18.2% 


100.0% 




CSU Hayward 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


26 

92.9% 


2 

7.1% 


28 

100.0% 




CSU Humboldt 


Count 


10 


2 


12 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


83.3% 


16.7% 


100.0% 




CSU Long Beach 


Count 


40 


6 


46 






% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


87.0% 


13.0% 


100.0% 




CSU Los Angeles 


Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


36 

83.7% 


7 

16.3% 


43 

100.0% 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

o 

ERLC 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Space was not available in the required classes. 

Crosstabulation 





Space was not available 
in the required classes. 


Total 






yes 


usu or uu Monterey bay uount 


3 


r 


4^ 


to which % within CSU or UC 








the student to which the student 


75.0% 


25.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. transferred. 








CSU Northridge Count 


38 


5 


43 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


88.4% 


11.6% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Pomona Count 


58 


8 


66 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


87.9% 


12.1% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Sacramento Count 


56 


6 


62 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


90.3% 


9.7% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Bernardino Count 


48 


8 


56 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


85.7% 


14.3% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Diego Count 


2 


2 


4 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


50.0% 


50.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Francisco Count 


35 


6 


41 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


85.4% 


14.6% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Jose Count 


120 


10 


130 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


92.3% 


7.7% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Luis Obispo Count 


31 


4 


35 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


88.6% 


11.4% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Marcos Count 


24 


3 


27 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


88.9% 


11.1% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Sonoma Count 


29 


3 


32 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


90.6% 


9.4% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Stanislaus Count 


13 


2 


15 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


86.7% 


13.3% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








UC Berkeley Count 


13 




13 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 








UC Davis Count 


24 




24 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Space was not available in the required classes. 

Crosstabulation 









Space was not available 
in the required classes. 












yes 


Total 


UjU or uc 
to which 
the student 
transferred. 


uc Irvine 


count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


i 

50.0% 


r 

50.0% 


2 

100.0% 




UC Los Angeles 


Count — * 


10 




10 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


100.0% 




100.0% 




UC Riverside 


Count 


17 


1 


18 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


94.4% 


5.6% 


100.0% 




UC San Diego 


Count 


18 




18 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


100.0% 




100.0% 




UC Santa Barbara 


Count 


10 


1 


11 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


90.9% 


9.1% 


100.0% 




Oc Santa Cruz 


Count 


12 


2 


14 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


85.7% 


14.3% 


100.0% 


Total 




Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


764 

88.8% 


96 

112% 


860 

100.0% 



CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * I found I had additional lower division 
requirements to meet even though I completed the pattern. Crosstabulation 





1 found 1 had additional 
lower division 
requirements to meet 
even though 1 completed 
the pattern. 


Total 




yes 


csu or uc cbu cmco count 

to which % within CSU or UC 

the student to which the student 

transferred. transferred. 


14 

48.3% 


75 " 

51.7% 


29 

100.0% 


CSU Dominguez Kiils Count 

• % within CSU or UC 

to which the student 
transferred. 


21 

70.0% 


9 

30.0% 


30 

100.0% 


CSU Fresno Count 

% within CSU orUC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


2 

66.7% 


1 

33.3% 


3 

100.0% 


CSU Fuiierton Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


29 

65.9% 


15 

34.1% 


44 

100.0% 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * I found I had additional lower division 
requirements to meet even though I completed the pattern. Crosstabulation 





1 found 1 had additional 
lower division 
requirements to meet 
even though 1 completed 
the pattern. 


Total 




yes 


usu or uu csu Hayward uount 


25 


3 


28 


to which % within CSU or UC 








the student to which the student 


89.3% 


10.7% 


100.0% 


transferred. transferred. 








CSU Humboldt Count 


9 


3 


12 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


75.0% 


25.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Long Beach Count 


38 


8 


46 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


82.6% 


17.4% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Los Angeles Count 


36 


7 


43 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


83.7% 


16.3% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Monterey Bay Count 


3 


1 


4 


% within CSU orUC 








to which the student 


75.0% 


25.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Northridge Count 


32 


11 


43 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


74.4% 


25.6% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Pomona Count 


58 


8 


66 


% within CSU orUC 








to which the student 


87.9% 


12.1% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Sacramento Count 


49 


13 


62 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


79.0% 


21.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Bernardino Count 


43 


13 


56 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


76.8% 


23.2% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Diego Count 


4 




4 


% within CSU orUC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Francisco Count 


31 


10 


41 


% within CSU orUC 








to which the student 


75.6% 


24.4% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Jose Count 


102 


28 


130 


% within CSU orUC 








to which the student 


78.5% 


21.5% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








1 CSU San Luis Obispo Count 


30 


5 


35 


% within CSU orUC 








to which the student 


85.7% 


14.3% 


100.0% 


transferred. 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * I found I had additional lower division 
requirements to meet even though I completed the pattern. Crosstabulation 









1 found 1 had additional 
lower division 
requirements to meet 
even though 1 completed 
the pattern. 












yes 


Total 


C5U or uc 
to which 
the student 
transferred. 


CSU Ban Marcos 


count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


23 

85.2% 


4 

14.8% 


27 

100.0% 




CSU Sonoma 


Count 


27 


5 


32 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


84.4% 


15.6% 


100.0% 




CSU Stanislaus 


Count 


12 


3 


15 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


80.0% 


20.0% 


100.0% 




TJC Berkeley 


Count 


9 


4 


13 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


69.2% 


30.8% 


100.0% 




UC Davis 


Count 


22 


2 


24 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


91.7% 


8.3% 


100.0% 




Oc irvine 


Count 


2 




2 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


100.0% 




100.0% 




UC Los Angeles 


Count 


9 


1 


10 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


90.0% 


10.0% 


100.0% 




Hue Riverside 


Count 


13 


5 


18 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


72.2% 


27.8% 


100.0% 




UC San Diego 


Count 


13 


5 


18 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


722 % 


27.8% 


100.0% 




UC Santa Barbara 


Count 


6 


5 


11 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


54.5% 


45.5% 


100.0% 




~bc Santa Cruz 


Count 


9 


5 


14 






% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


64.3% 


35.7% 


100.0% 


Total 




Count 

% within CSU or UC 
to which the student 
transferred. 


671 

78.0% 


189 

22.0% 


860 

100.0% 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Foreign language certification. Crosstabulation 





Foreign language 
certification. 






yes 


I Total 


U5U or uu whtco count 

to which % within CSU or UC 

toe stodent to whjch the student 

transferred. transferred. 


26 

96.6% 


3.4% 


29 

100.0% 


CSU Dominguez Hills Count 


27 


3 


30 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


90.0% 


10.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Fresno Count 


3 




3 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Fullerton Count 


41 


3 


44 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


93.2% 


6.8% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Hayward Count 


28 




28 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Humboldt Count 


12 




12 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Long ueach Count 


44 


2 


46 


% within CSU or UC 








to which toe student 


95.7% 


4.3% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Los Angeles Count 


42 


1 


43 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


97.7% 


2.3% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Monterey Bay Count 


3 


i 


4 


% within CSU orUC 








to which the student 


75.0% 


25.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Northridge count 


38 


5 


43 


% within CSU or UC 








to which toe student 


88.4% 


11.6% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Komona Count 


65 


i 


66 


% within CSU or UC 








to which toe student 


98.5% 


1.5% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Sacramento Count 


54 


8 


62 


% within CSU orUC 








to which toe student 


87.1% 


12.9% 


q 

b 

a 

- V- 


transferred. 








CSU San Bernardino Count 


54 


2 


56 


% within CSU or UC 








to which toe student 


96.4% 


3.6% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Diego Count 


4 




4 


% within CSU or UC 








to which toe student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 
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CSU or UC to which the student transferred. * Foreign language certification. Crosstabulation 





Foreign language 
certification. 






yes 


Total 


u&u or uo obu ban r-ranasco count 

4 % within CSU or UC 

to which the student 

transferred. transferred. 


41 

100.0% 




41 

100.0% 


CSU San Jose Count 


126 


4 


130 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


96.9% 


3.1% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU San Luis Obispo Count 


35 




35 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 








^SU San Marcos Count 


25 


2 


27 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


92.6% 


7.4% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








^SU Sonoma Count 


31 


1 


32 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


96.9% 


3.1% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








CSU Stanislaus Count 


15 




15 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 








Uc Berkeley Count 


13 




13 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 








UC Davis Count 


24 




24 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 








UC Irvine Count 


1 


1 


2 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


50.0% 


50.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








XlC Los Angeles Count 


9 


1 


10 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


90.0% 


10.0% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








Uc Riverside Count 


16 




18 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 








Uc San Diego Count 


18 




18 


% within CSUorUC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 








UC Santa Barbara Count 


11 




11 


% within CSUorUC 








to which the student 


100.0% 




100.0% 


transferred. 








UC Santa Cruz Count 


12 


2 


14 


% within CSU or UC 








to which the student 


85.7% 


14.3% 


100.0% 


transferred. 








"lotai Count 


822 


38 


860 


% within CSUorUC 
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Obstacles Encounted by Non-IGETC Students According to Major 

Which category is closest to your major? * I did not encounter any barriers. Crosstabulation 





i did not encounter any 
barriers. 


Total 




yes 


WTiicfi arts Count 

category % within Which category 

is closest i s closest to your major? 


34 

65.4% 


18 

34.6% 


52 

100.0% 


bioscience Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


26 

58.3% 


20 

41.7% 


48 

100.0% 


business Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


92 

45.8% 


109 

54.2% 


201 

100.0% 


engineering/ds Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


71 

54.6% 


59 

45.4% 


... 130 
100.0% 


heaith Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


34 

55.7% 


27 

44.3% 


61 

100.0% 


humanities Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


23 

38.3% 


37 

61.7% 


60 

100.0% 


iiberai arts Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


72 

62.1% 


44 

37.9% 


116 

100.0% 


math Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


3 

42.9% 


4 

57.1% 


7 

100.0% 


physical sdence Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


13 

59.1% 


9 

40.9% 


22 

100.0% 


social sdence Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


74 

46.5% 


85 

53.5% 


159 

100.0% 


Yotai Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


444 

51.9% 


412 

48.1% 


856 

100.0% 
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Which category is closest to your major? * Some of the classes I needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times that prevented me from enrolling. Crosstabulation 





Some of the classes 1 
needed were scheduled 
infrequently or at times 
that prevented me from 
enrolling. 






yes 


Total 


v v'nicn arts count 

category % within Which category 

is closest j s doses! to your major? 


34 

65.4% 


nr 

34.6% 


52 

100.0% 


major? bioscience Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


33 

68.8% 


15 

31.3% 


48 

100.0% 


business Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


162 

80.6% 


39 

19.4% 


201 

100.0% 


engineering/ds Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


92 

70.8% 


38 

29.2% 


130 

100.0% 


health Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


48 

78.7% 


13 

21.3% 


61 

100.0% 


humanities Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


52 

86.7% 


8 

13.3% 


60 

100.0% 


liberal arts Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


84 

72.4% 


32 

27.6% 


116 

100.0% 


math Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


6 

85.7% 


1 

14.3% 


7 

100.0% 


physical science Count ” 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


IS 

682% 


7 

31.8% 


22 

100.0% 


soaai sdence Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


124 

78.0% 


35 

22.0% 


159 

100.0% 


Total Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


650 

75.9% 


206 

24.1% 


856 

100.0% 
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Which category is closest to your major? * Space was not available in the required classes. 

Crosstabulation 





Space was not available 
in the required classes. 


Total 




yes 


wmcn arts count 

category % within Which category 

is closest j s closest to your major? 


40 

76.9% 


TT" 

23.1% 


52 

100.0% 


SS? bioscience Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


41 

85.4% 


7 

14.6% 


46 

100.0% 


business Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


182 

90.5% 


19 

9.5% 


201 

100.0% 


engineering/cts Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


121 

93.1% 


9 

6.9% 


130 

100.0% 


health Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


51 

83.6% 


10 

16.4% 


61 

100.0% 


humanities Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


55 

91.7% 


5 

8.3% 


60 

100.0% 


iiberai arts Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


97 

83.6% 


19 

16.4% 


116 

100.0% 


math Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


7 

100.0% 




7 

100.0% 


physical science Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


15 

68.2% 


7 

31.8% 


22 

100.0% 


social science Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


151 

95.0% 


8 

5.0% 


159 

100.0% 


Totai Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


760 

88.8% 


96 

11.2% 


856 

100.0% 
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Which category is closest to your major? * I found I had additional lower division 
requirements to meet even though I completed the pattern. Crosstabulation 





1 found 1 had additional 
lower division 
requirements to meet 
even though 1 completed 
the pattern. 






yes 


Total 


^vnicn arts count 

? a ]®9 0r y % within Which category 

is closest j s closest to your major? 


39 

75.0% 


T3~ 

25.0% 


52" 

100.0% 


major? bioscience Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


33 

68.8% 


15 

31.3% 


48 

100.0% 


business Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


167 

83.1% 


34 

16.9% 


201 

100.0% 


engineering/ds Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


100 

76.9% 


30 

23.1% 


130 

100.0% 


health count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


43 

70.5% 


18 

29.5% 


61 

100.0% 


humanities count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


50 

83.3% 


10 

16.7% 


60 

100.0% 


liberal arts Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


81 

69.8% 


35 

302% 


116 

100.0% 


math Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


6 

85.7% 


1 

14.3% 


7 

100.0% 


physical saence Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


19 

86.4% 


3 

13.6% 


22 

100.0% 


social science Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


129 

81.1% 


30 

18.9% 


159 

100.0% 


Total Count ' 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


667 

77.9% 


189 

22.1% 


856 

100.0% 
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Which category is closest to your major? * Foreign language certification. Crosstabulation 





Foreign language 
certification. 


Total 




yes 


wmcn arts count 

category % within Which category 

is closest j S closest to your major? 


48 

92.3% 


4 

7.7% 


52 

100.0% 


mator^ bioscience Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


46 

95.8% 


2 

4.2% 


48 

100.0% 


business Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


193 

96.0% 


8 

4.0% 


201 

100.0% 


engineering/ds Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


125 

96.2% 


5 

3.8% 


130 

100.0% 


health Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


61 

100.0% 




61 

100.0% 


humanities Count 

% within Which category 
is closest to your major? 


54 

90.0% 


6 

10.0% 


60 

100.0% 


iiberai arts Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


112 

96.6% 


4 

3.4% 


116 

100.0% 


math Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


7 

100.0% 




7 

100.0% 


physical science Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


19 

86.4% 


3 

13.6% 


22 

100.0% 


social science Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


153 

96.2% 


6 

3.8% 


159 

100.0% 


Totai Count 

% within Which category 
is dosest to your major? 


818 

95.6% 


38 

4.4% 


856 

100.0% 
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